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Sir < 

The appellant tiled a Notice of Appeal in the above-id entitled application 
on 8 February 2006 under 35 U.S.C. § 134{a). snd submitted an Appeal Bnef under 37 
OFR 41 37 (hereinafter "Rule 41 37") on June 7. 2006 This Amended Appeal Brief is 
submitted »n response to a Notification of Non-Compliant Appeal Brief mailed August 
30. 2006. The appellant respectfully submits that the Amended Ap&eal Brief meets the 
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substantive requirements of Rule 41.37. The appellant requests entry, consideration, 
and favorable action on this appeal at the Office's earliest convenience. 
Real Party in Interest 

Ideafiood. inc. : a Nevada corporation, owns the subject application. 
Related Appeals and Interferences 

Neither the assignee nor the appellant are aware of any other appeals or 
Interferences that would bear on the Board's decision In this appeal. 
State of Claims 

On February 3, 2006. the appellant filed a Notice of Appeal from the final 
rejections of pending Claims 50-68 as stated in the Official Action mailed on August 19 ; 
2005 (hereinafter the Final Action"). Claims 1-49 were previously cancelled. All of 
Claims 50 -63 have been finally rejected and all of these rejections are being appealed. 
Status of Amendments 

No amendments have been denied entry. 
Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

A concise explanation of the subject matter defined in each of the appealed 
independent claims and separately argued dependent claims ;s provided in this section. 
None of the dependent claims Include step-plus-functlon or means-plus-function 
limitations, and therefore the provisions of 37 CFR § 41,37(c)(1}uv) are not applicable to 
the dependent claims. Nonetheless, for the convenience of the Examiner and Board of 
Patent Appeals, exemplary support provided by the specification corresponding to each 
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claimed limitation is provided for each independent claim and for each separaieiy- 
arcued dependent claim, with reference to the specification by page and line number 
aiid to the drawing*, if any, by reference characters. 

Claim SO Claim 50 is the only independent claim at issue, and is directed to a 
method for serving a topically organized information resource comprising user posts 
and l;nks to other resources for the topic, receiving user ratings signifying relevance of 
posts and links, calculating an aggregate measure of relevance for each item rated, and 
providing the relevance measure in association with the posts and links, in this way : the 
information resource can evolve to a higher level of organization and usefulness More 
exactly, as defined by claim 50, the method comprises the particular steps set forth 
below: 

A. Serving a ioo ; caliy organized information resource over the wide 
area nenwi- me intormaiion ;esomce composing a denned topic of 
information, posts of information from users, ana a pi-irahty of links to 
respecuve differ- remote information resources each containing 
imbm\qr;^n related to the topic Page 12, lines 7-14 page 12 she 27 - 
sage I3. i^e 6. Fig "B, Hem 135. 

0 Receiving uses ranugs from the users, the user ratings signifying 
"e^evance of respective ones of the posts and of the remote -rn'omvatson 
;esom\,es io the defined 'opfc Page 15 hne 20 - page 16. line 16 cage 
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28, fine IB ~ page 30, line 13; page 36, line 1 - page 37. fine 24; fig. 8A, 
items 604, 606; fig. 8, Items 804 : 806. 

C. Aggregating the user ratings to provide aggregate relevance 
ratings data. Page 31. line 23 - page 33, sine 27; fig. 6C, item 628; fig. 
SD, item 680; page 37. Ones 21-24, page 43. line 18 - page 44 : line 14. 
An "aggregate" ;s expressly defined as "any statistical measure the 
reflects the overall value of a set of quantitative ratings, such as a sum. a 
weighted average, a simple average, a roiling average, a median value, or 
similar measure." Page 32. lines 24-26 

D. Providing access to the aggregate ratings data in association 
with the posts of information and with the plurality of links. Page 29, line 
13 - page 30. line 2; fig. 68. Item 672; page 45, line 27 •••• page 46. line 25; 
Fig. 11C, Item 1160, 

Claim 51 Dependent claim 51 is separately argued. Claim 51 depends from 
claim 50, and contains the additional limitation 'modifying the topically organized 
information resource io prioritize information according to the aggregate ratings data." 
Page 33, line 26 •••• page 34, Nne 10; page 37, lines 1-24; page 39, lines 20-29. fig. 9, 
steps §02-904: page 40, lines 18-28; fig. 10, step 1006; page 43. line 23 - page 44. hne 
16; fig. 11, slaps 1 108 --11 14; page 47, lines 7-13; fig. 12, step 1210. 
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Claim 52 Dependent claim 52 is separately argued Claim 52 depends from 
claim 50 : and contains the additional limitation "serving trie infonnaiion resource 
including a vote object configured for providing the users an option to rate the posts 
according lo piedeiennined rating values." Page 19. line 13 - page 30, sine 25- fig. 68, 
items 360-658, 

Claim S3 Dependent claim 53 is separately argueo. Claim 53 depends from 
claim 50, and contains the additional limitation "displaying the posts in a ranked order 
according to the aggregate ratings data." Page 33, line 26 - page 34. line 21; rig. 5A. 
Item 600. 

Claim __S4 Dependent claim 54 is separately argued. Oasm 54 depends from 
claim 50 and cents Ins the additional limitation "displaying the plurality of links In a 
ranked oizier according to the aggregate ratings data." Page 36, line 1 -■ page 37. line 
24; fig, 5A. Item 700. 

Claim 55 Dependent daim 55 Is separately argued. Claim 55 depends from 
claim 50 and contains the additional limitation "compiling the user ratings for subject 
•'tiait&r received from a specific source to provide source-associated rating data " Page 
4v r.s c. s a v~ -g ;s '-^-s 3 •* ■* 

Claim 66 Dependent claim 56 Is separately argued. Claim 56 depends fmm 
claim 55, and contains the additional limitation "ranking a plurality of information sources 
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accorcvng ro me source-associated rating data for each source." Page 40. line 18 - 
page 41 , line S; 5y ;0A. itsm 1006; tig. 10B : item 1050 

^JM?B..I2 Dependent claim 57 is separately argued Oaim 57 depends from 
da<m 55. and contains the additional limitation 'providing the users an option to receive 
the source- associated rating data fcr each user thai has provided subject matter to the 
topically organized information resource'' Page 42, irnes 15-28. fig. IDC. item 1060 

Claim 58 Dependent claim 56 ss separately argued Ciasm 56 depends from 
claim 55, and contains the additional limitation 'receiving preference information from 
tne users, wherein the preference information specifies a threshold criteria for filtering 
the posts accorang to the sourze-associated rating data applied to the contributor of 
each post of the posts." Page 43, lines 8-14, page 52. lines 15-17, fig ISA, item 1302' 
tig. 13S. iter?! 1348. 

Claim 61 Dependent claim 81 ;s separately argued. Claim 81 depends from 
claim 50. and contains the additional limitation "serving a: least one of the respective 
different remote information resources comprising a second defined topic of information, 
a second plurality of posts of information from users, and a second plurality of links to 
respective different remote information resources each containing mfomietion related to 
the second topic " Page 37 : lines 25-26: fig. 7. item 700; page 38. hnes 1-12; fig 8, item 
802. 
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Claim 64 Dependent claim 34 is separately argued. Claim 64 depends from 
x a vv 50. and contains the additional limitation "receiving preference information from 
s - 'herein the preference information specifies a threshold criteria for filtering the 
N vv.< escorting to the aggregate ratings data." Page 52, lines 4-22. fig. 13A, Rem 
0\ -c. 13B stem 1346. 

Ciaim SS Dependent claim 65 is separately argued. Claim 65 depends from 
ciaim 34, and contains ihe additional limitation 'serving en interactive tolerance bar for 
providing the users an option to send the preference information." Page 29. lines 22-24- 
fig. SB, stem 670; page 52, lines 20-22. 

Claim 66 Dependent claim 63 is separately argued. Claim 66 depends from 
ciaim 50, and contains The additional limitation "serving at the respective different 
remote information resources each comprising at least one link back to the information 
resource." Page 14. lines 14-17; fig 2A item 328'; page 37. line 28 - page 38. line 10; 
page 39, lines 10-13. page 27, line 26 - page 28, line 21; fig. 5C. item 590. 

Claim §8 Dependent ciaim 68 is separately argued Claim 68 depends from 
claim 50, and contains the additional limitation "defining a plurality of topics for the costs 
of information, end storing the topics in ihe memory." Page 18. line 14 - page 20 line 
23; fig. 4, stems 400, 424. 

Claim 89 Dependent claim 39 Is separately argued Claim 69 depends from 
claim 50, and contains the additional limitation "grouping the posts m a plurality of 
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iopicaity organized int&dinked information resources according to the ratings data, 
wherein each of the interlinked information resources corsnynses posts relevant to one of 
the plurality otic-pics: Page 14, line 6 - page 16, line 16. Figs. 3A, 33: page 38, iir.es 
20-24: Fig. 9, item 800. 

Grounds of Rejection To Be Reviewed on Appeal 

Claims 50-69 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Herz - U.S. Pat No. 
6.480.036} In view of Rose ;U S Pat. No. 5,724.567). This ground of rejection is to be 
reviewed or? appeal. No other grounds for rejection have been set forth. 
Argument 

A, General R&cmimments F or A Pr ima Facie Case of O bviousness 
MPEP § 2143 states the basic requirements for a prima facie case of 
obviousness under § 103(a) as follows: 

To establish a prima facie esse of obviousness, three basic criteria must 
be met. First, there musf be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or In the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill In the art to modify the reference or to combine reference 
teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, me prior art reference {or references when combined) must leach 
or suggest ail the claim limitations. 

The leaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the 
reasonable expectation of success must both be found In the phor ah. not 
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In applicant's disclosure, in re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 4S6. 20 USPG2d 1438 
(Fed. Cir. 1991),* 

Furthermore, a prior art reference must be considered In Its entirety, that is, as a 
whole, including portions that would lead away from the claimed invention. fvl.P.E.P. § 
2141.02; Bausch & Lamb v. Barnes-Hind/Hydrocurve. inc.. 796 F.2d 443. 448, 230 
USPQ 415. 420 s Fed Or. 1986) As Ihe Court :n Bausch & Lomb affirmed. "[i]t ts 
impermissible vvsthsn the framework of section 103 to psoK and choose from any one 
reference oniy so much cf u as will support a g ; ven position to the exclusion of other 
parts necessary \o the full appreciation of what such reference fairly suggests to one 
skilled in the an * ki . citing in re Wessiau. 353 F 2d 238 241 147 USPQ 391, 393 
(CCPA 1965). Among other things, it is improper to combine references without 
consideration for parts of the references that would have led one of ordinary skill away 
from the invention Ashtantf 0««, inc. v. Delta Resins & Refractories, inc . 778 F 2d 231, 
298-297, 227 JSPQ 657 369 5 Fed Cir 1985): M.P.E.P. S 2145(X)Q>;2) Even if the 
cited references themselves do not expressly teach sway from the invention, the prior 
art must be considered as a whole, as It would have been viewed by one of ordinary 
skill in ine art. In ns Hedge?, 783 F.2d 1038, 1041. 226 USPQ 685, 637 sFed. Cir 
1986). 

The present rejections of the claims under 35 USC § 103ta» are based on 
references that do not teach or suggest all of the claimed limitations addition, the 
evidence as a whole does not suggest the proposed combinations of pnor art 
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references. Instead, isolated portions of references have been used io reconstruct the 
invention using hindsight, while the deficiencies of the references have aiso been 
overlookeo. 

B. Claim SO is AJhwabi e Over Her z And Rose 

The rejection of cia ; m 50 as unpatentable over Herz and Rose under § 103(a) is 
deficient for failing In state a prima facie case of obviousness. The proposed 
» o o " ; * ~ n „ i a c "<c<^ *s s *c ;*-»c* ^- s^ues several features recited in 
Independent claim 50 contrary to the requirements of MPEP § 2143 and legal 
precedents discussed above. 

Herz discloses a method of providing customized electronic newspapers and 
target advertisements that are '"most likely to be of interest to each user 1 based on a 
"target profile blares- summary [thai] describes the users interest levei in various types 
of target objects." Col. 1:19-43. More specifically. Herz defines a 'target profile interest 
summary" as "a summary of digital profiles of tavgei objects that a user likes or dislikes." 
Col. 4.56-59. A target object Is any object "available for access by a user" examples 
Include a newspaper article, a movie, an item lo buy, e-mail to receive, or another 
person to correspond with. Col. 4:50-52: 6-12-15. Herz leaches that the system should 
evaluate the profiles of target objects "against the users' target profile interest 
summaries to generate a user-customized rank ordered listing of target objects !! Col. 
5.8-22. in orher words Herz is concerned with predicting users' tastes in prospective 

462989 J 
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new objects based on evaluating their reactions to. or interactions with, past objects 
Col. 73;4$--S7. As such. Here fails to disclose, and teaches away from, the invention as 
defined by claim oO. 

in particular. Herz fails to disclose the combination of seeing <A) •& topically 
organized information resource over the wide area network the information resource 
comprising a defined topic of information, posis of information from users, and plurality 
of !<nks to respective different remote information resources each containing information 
related to the topic" in combination with ;;Bs receiving "usei ratings from the users, the 
user ratings signifying relevance of respective ones of the posis and of the remote 
information resources io the denned topic, the user ratings determined by respective 
ones of the users after reviewing respective ones of the posis and of the remote 
informaUon resources.' Although Here discloses generally the application of its 
predictive filtering methods to computer bulletin boards and newsgroups {see Herz col. 
74:10 at seq ihis is only for the purpose of presenting the buHetm boards and 
newsgroups as another species of "target object" according to Herd's method 
summarized above. Hers. col. 79SS ~ 80:9 As explained ;n more detail be low. Here 
does not disclose the steps of serving an information resource of the type defined by 
claim 50, and also fails to disclose gathering user ratings concerning relevance of posts 
•iiid Hnked lmo<mation objects to a defined topic. 

452989>_2 



Serial No. 03/6*18,474 
September 28 2006 
Page 12 

Moreover mere hss beers no showing that computer bulletin boards or 
newsgroups read on the element of the single "topically organized information 
resource/' which, as defined by claim 50, must Include both user posts and links to 
remote resources. Neither e "duster" nor a "duster profile," disclosed in Herz at col. 
A:S5 - 5:1 discloses the element of user ratings signifying "relevance of respective ones 
of the posts and of the remote information resources to the defined topic." A cluster as 
disclosed by Herz is roefeiy a 'collection of target objects wtth similar profiles." Hen?, 
uses "profile" In the sense of 3 collection of attributes. See. e.g.. col 4:52-56. A 
collection of objects sharing similar attributes is in no sense a a defined topic of 
snforrnanon." A topic Is a "beading"' or a "subject of 3 discourse.' Mer nam-Webster 
"c ^rr \v.,\ 0 "t c ^ -> \ The information resource defined by 

claim 50 must therefore have a defined heading or subject (i.e.. topic; as well as its 
collection of messages and links. Herz discloses forming a cluster of published articles 
based on a similarity of topics between the articles, and thus Herz expressly teaches 
that there Is no Single defined topic for a resource comprising both user posts and links 
io remote resources. Col. 5-32-38. Instead, the cluster Is made up of articles with a 
plurality of topics. 

Additionally. Herz fails to disclose the act of serving a topical Information 
resource that Includes both posts of Information by users and links to different remote 
resources on the topic. At coi. 12:31-38 (discussed on page 4 of the Final Action), 
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Herz merely discloses that popularity of an object may be measured by the number of 
replies to a message in a newsgroup, or the number of links leading lo a hypertext 
document 'T'hss plainly does not amount to a disclosure of serving a single resource 
with bom messages and links relating to a topic, as defined by claim 50. 

Herz also fails to disclose the step of receiving user ratings as defined by claim 
50. The term user rating'' should not be construed to include any sort of Interest 
information gathered nom users, either directly or indirectly. A "rating" according to its 
commonly understood meaning is a "relative estimate or evaluation " Merriam- Webster 
> ^ - - ^ 1 According to claim 50. these ratings 

must be "determined by the users" and must signify "relevance of respective ones of the 
posts end of me remote Information resources to the defined topic." A mere Indication 
of interest in 3 piece of information, as disclosed by Herz end Rose, lacks these specific 
elements of claim 50. A mere Indication of interest lacks information about topical 
relevance. A user may be interested In many different topics. It is only when the user is 
answering toe specific question "how relevant is this Information to topic "A" ? " thai a 
user rating of the type defined by claim 50 can be gathered. Herz fails to disclose 
gathering this type of information from users. 

The "Rmgo system," disclosed in Herz at col 3:17-25 does not disclose a step of 
receiving user ratings signifying "relevance of respective ones of the posts and of the 
remote information resources to the defined topic." The Ringo system merely entails 
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collecting feedback about whether users like or dislike particular musical selections. 
This is a far cry from the specific user ratings defined by claim 50. The Rings system 
does not involve posts of in formal ion. linked remote information resources, or defined 
topics, so it clearly does not disclose this element of the invention Moreover, the Ringo 
system is criticized as deficient prior art Reading Herz as a whole, one of ordinary skiii 
would not have been motivated to modify the automatic profiling system of Herz to use 
a Rlngo-like feedback collection system. 

Herz makes use of terminology that Is misleading, when viewed in hindsight with 
the present application. Specifically, Herz uses the terms ''relevance feedback" and 
"topical interest differently than similar terms in claim 50 so thai only in hindsight it 
seem to be disclosing the same element. When viewed in Its entirety, Herz is in fact 
disclosing something different from what Is claimed. First, Her? uses 'relevance 
feedback" to refer to user feedback "as to whether or not [aj target, object really is of 
interest" Col 17:33-37 That is, it is merely a measure of user interest, and nol a 
specific indication of relevance to a defined topic as defined by claim 50 Second. Herz 
uses "topical interest to refer to an estimated level of interest that other users will have 
in similar objects, such that a user's predicted level of Interest in an object can be 
estimated by the "qualify' of the object plus the topical interest " Col 18:51-55, Herz 
teaches that the topical interest may be computed by subtracting object quality from 
relevance feedback. Got Accordingly, topical interest is also a measure of 
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interest. If is not a specific indication of relevance to a defined topic, as defined by 

claim 50. 

T hus. Herz fails to disclose receiving user rating data signifying relevance of the 
respective ones of the posts and remote objects to the defined Iodic of the single 
resource : as defined by claim 50. Simply put Herz discloses a distinctly different 
method from the invention, and its coincidental similarities in terminology with claim 50 
would nol have motivated one of ordinary skill to practice the invention. 

Rose does no? make up for these deficiencies. Like Herz, Rose is concerned 
with predicting the interest or relevance of Information to 3 user based on the user's 
level of interest in prior objects, and not to a defined topic. See : e.g , Rose, col 2:19- 
47 4 40-4A c 23-?-3 indeed, Pose specifically teaches against requiring users to 
select top-c^l saiepo^es [datder than reaching tne users to select categories of 
-\ ~Sv a e^s -c~s o* ^ " ~~er^ e-\eu < s^^a-r^ a * k a ~ oj 
degree of >e>evanue to the individual users.' Co* 3,59-63. In other words, as with Herz, 
Rose discloses Lissnp the user profile to determine ranking of information., and not user 
-aUngs of rahrumoe to defined topics. Claim i, lines 14-16, 

Falling :o disclose ;he ooilecnon of relevance ratings determined by users with 
-esceci to me soecruc topic or an information resource comprising both user posts and 
■nks to remote logical information, Rose a=so fails to disclose aggregating such data. 
That Rose discloses "various ways of combining content and correlation scores' (Rose, 



£-4S-?63 does not make up for its fundamental failure to disclose the collection of data 
as defined by cissm 50 At most, this is merely a general statement that data elements 
can be combined in various ways. It would not have- provided any guidance to one of 
ordinary sMI lo obtain a^d aggregate the claimed user ratings 

Likewise. Rose does not disclose ''providing access to the aggregate ratings data 
in association with the posts of Information and with the plurality of links." as defined by 
claim 50. Rose merely discloses ranking a list of messages according to a "predicted 
degree of relevance to the user " Col. 4.40-52; Fig. 3. This is deficient in several 
respects A "predicted degree of relevance to the use 1 " does not read on "the 
aggregate ratings data" as defined oy claim 50. in addilon. Rose fails to disclose 
providing any sort of ranking or rating in association with the plurality of links as defined 
by clasm 50. 

Therefore, falling to disclose or suggest all the claimed elements of the present 
invention. Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under § 103. in addition. Rose 
specifically teaches away from requiting users to select topical categories, while Herz 
similarly teaches the alternative approach of profiling users, not topical information. 
Thus, considering: these refet fences as a whole, including the parts that leach away from 
the invention, these references fas! to make the invention obvious 

Claims 60, 62 and 63 stand together with claim 50 



Senai No. 09/648,474 

September 28, 2006 
Page 17 

C, Claim 51 is allowable over Herg and Rose 

m addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 50 : claim 

51 is independently allowable. Herz and Rose fa;! to disclose all the limitations of claim 
6'i. whseh further defines 'modifying the topically organized information resource to 
prioritize information according to ihe aggi&gaie ratings data. ' 

Herz merely discloses offering search results thai are relevancy ranked to user 
preferences. Col. 62:58-63 As noted above, Herz and Rose fail to disclose a topically 
organized information resource with both user postings and external links. These 
references also fail to disclose aggregate ratings Csta concerning the relevancy of the 
information to a defined topic. Lacking these elements of claim 51. Herz and Rose 
cannot, disclose the claimed step. 

Therefore, faihng to disclose or suggest all the claimed elements or claim 51. 
Herz and Rose present ~o bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

P. Claim 52 is sllowabh o ver He rz and Ros& 

in addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 50. claim 

52 rs independently allowable. Hetz and Rose fail to disclose ail the limitations of claim 
52. which further defines 'serving the information resource including a vole object 
configured for providing ihe user? an option to iate ihe posts according to 
predetermined rating values. ' 



4629S9..S 



Serial No. 0Q/S4S.474 
September 28 2006 
Page 1 8 

Herz merely discloses including ratings data, such as fvtPAA child- 
appropriateness ratings, in a target profile. Coi. 10:13-16. Herz also comments that 
"itinera are protocols on the Internet for voting to determine whether a newsgroup 
should be created/ Coi. 74.35-38. Herz falls far short of disclosing the step of serving 
the information resource including the vote object defined by claim 52. This vote object 
must operate to provide predetermined values by which the posts may be rated, and It 
must be included In the information resource defined by claim 50. As noted above, 
Herz does not disclose the claimed information resource. Herz also does not disclose a 
vote object configured in the claimed manner. 

Therefore, failing to disclose or suggest all the claimed elements of claim 52. 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

£. Claim 53 is aiiowsb h over Herz a nd Rose 

in addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 50, claim 
53 is independently allowable, Herz and Rose fail to disclose all the limitations of claim 
53, wmoh further defines "displaying the posts in a ranked order according to the 
aggregate ratings dale. " 

As noted above. Rose merely discloses ranking a list of messages according to a 
"predicted degree of relevance to the user." Col. 4:40-52, Fig. 3. This is deficient In that 
a "predicted degree of relevance to the user' does not read on "the aggregate ratings 
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data" as defined by base claim 50. That Is. Rose discloses displaying messages in a 
ranked order but not according to the claimed aggregate ratings data. 

Therefore, failing to disclose or suggest ail the claimed elements of claim 53, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 
F C laim 54 i s allowable ov&rH&rz and Rose 

in addlbon so be;ng alienable as depending from allowable base claim 50. claim 

54 is independently allowable Herz and Rose fail io disclose ail the limitations of claim 
54. which further defines "displaying plurality of links in a ranked order according to the 
aggregate ratings date." 

As noted above, Rose merely discloses ranking a lis! of messages according io a 
"predicted degree of relevance to the user." Col. 4:40-52: Fig 3 This Is deficient in thai 
■a "predicted degree of relevance to the user" does not read on the aggregate ratings 
data as defined by base claim 50. That ss, Rose discloses displaying messages in a 
ranked order, but not according to the claimed aggregate ratings data, in addition, 
Rose does not disclose ranked ordering of links. 

Therefore, failing to disclose or suggest all the claimed elements of claim 54, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

G. Claim 55 is allowable over Herz and Rose 

In addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 50, claim 

55 is independently allowable. Herz and Rose fail to disclose ail the limitations of claim 
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55. which further defines "compiiitig the user ratings for subject matter received from a 
specific source to provide source-associated rating data. ' A "source" in this context 
would be understood as the person or other entity responsible for supplying the content. 

Herz merely discloses, various attributes or information that may be useful ;n 
evaluating target profiles, for example me source of the object or a certification from a 
recognized source. Col 12.10-19; 12.38-44. However, claim 55 defines the different 
action of compiling user ratings for subject matter received from a specific source. For 
example, if user 'Fred" has submitted 55 items to the information resource, and the 
average user rating for these items ss "5" on a scale of 1 to 10, a source-associated 
-ailng of "5" may be provided for Fred. Herz fails to disclose or suggest this element. 

Therefor v?. failing to disclose or suggest all Ihe claimed elements of claim 55, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

H. Claim SS is ailowabte over [Herz .An&j%0S>M 

In add-yon to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 55. claim 
56 is Independently allowable Herz and Rose fell to disclose all the limitations of claim 

56, which further defines "tanking a plurality of information sources according to the 
source-associated rating data for each source" 

As noted with respect io claim 55 : Herz falls to disclose or suggest developing or 
providing the source- associated rating data. Therefore Herz also necessarily fails to 
disclose ranking information sources according to such data. Although Herz discloses 
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inking hyperlinks based on an estimate of user interest in the object associated with 
ihe hyperlink, this fails i.o disclose any use of source-associated rating data as defined 
by claims 55 and 56. According to claim 55. subject matter must be received from 
specific sources and user ratings of thai subject matter must be used to rank the 
respective sources. A ranking of hypertext links does not read on or suggest thus action 
for at least two reasons: first, a hyperlink is not a "source" as it merely directs a user to 
content located on the network A "source" in the context of claims 58 and 55 would be 
understood as the entity responsible for supplying the evaluated subject matter. 
Second, an estimate of user interest in certain subject matter, as disclosed by Herz, Is 
distinct from compiled user ratings indicative of the topical relevance of submissions 
from a source, as defined by claims 58 and 55. 

Therefore, failing to disclose or suggest ail the claimed elements of claim 56. 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

/, Claim 57 is allowable oyer Herz and Rose 

in addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 55, claim 
57 is independently allowable. Herz and Rose fall to disclose ail the limitations of daim 
57, which further defines "providing the users an option to receive the source- 
o <. . o < i-'^r *~s provided subject matter to the topically 

organized information resource. " 
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Claim 57 specifically identifies "each user that has provided subject matter to the 
topically organized information resource" as being a source having associated rating 
data. As noted in connection wsth claims 55 and 56. Herz does not disclose rating 
sources based on user ratings of subject matter submitted by the source. Accordingly. 
Herz does nor disclose providing such rating data for each contributing user of the 
information resource. 

Therefore, falling Lo disclose or suggest all the claimed elements of claim 57, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

J, C/^/rr? 58 h allowable over Herz arid Rose 

In addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 55. claim 
58 Is Independently allowable Herz and Rose fail to disclose all the limitations of claim 
58. which further defines 'receiving preference information from the users, wherein the 
preference information specifies a threshold criteria for filtering the posts according to 
the source-associated rating data applied to the contributor of each post of the posts. ' 

As noted in connection with claims 55-57 : Herz does not disclose rating sources 
based on user ratings of subject matter submitted by the source or any development of 
souroe-assoo;ated rating data Accordingly, Herz does not disclose filtering based on 
such source-associated rafjng data. Herz generally discloses message filtering ;n 
columns 63-84, but falls lo disclose any use of source-associated rating data as defined 
by claim 55 for filtering or any other use. Henfs mere disclosure of message filtering 
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does not make the invention obvious, because it fads to disclose or suggest filtering 
using the specific element of "source-associated rating data" as defined by claims 58 
and 55. 

Therefore, failing to disclose or suggest ail the claimed elements of claim 58, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 
K, Clai m §1 is allowab le q y&rH&rz and R ose 

In addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 50, claim 
61 is independently allowable. Herz and Rose fall to disclose all the limitations of claim 
61, which further defines 'serving at feast one of the respective different remote 
information resources comprising a second defined topic of information, a second 
plurality of posts of information from users, and a second plurality of links to iesoective 
different remote information resources each containing information related to the 
second topic. ' 

As discussed in connection with claim 50. Herz talis to disclose or suggest 
serving an information resource comprising a plurality of posts and links to remote 
topical resources. The information resource defined by claim 50. as shown above, must 
have a defined heading or subject (i.e. topic) as well as Its collection of messages and 
links. Herz discloses forming a cluster of published articles based on a similarity of 
topics between the articles, and thus Herz expressly teaches that there is no single 
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defined topic for a resource comprising both user posts and links to remote resources. 
Col. 5. 32-38, instead, the cluster is made up of articles with a plurality of topics. 

Aii hough Herz discloses browsing by navigating through a cluster tree (cols. 65- 
68}, It falls to disclose the claimed information resource. The cluster tree is made up of 
sobolusters that 'must be usefully labeled ... in such a way as to suggest thesr content 
to the human user," Each subcluster Is essentially a branch of a hierarchically 
organized Information tree Col. 65:15-2?. Hierarchically organized information trees 
navigated using labeled links are a well-known and old feature of computer-organized 
data. The adoption of this well-known approach for organizing information by Herz Is 
distinct from seeing respective different Information resources as defined by claims 60 
and 61. Placing a label on collected content, as disclosed by Herz, is distinct from 
organizing the claimed specific types of Information around a defined topic. Also unlike 
Herz. no hierarchical organization Is required or implied hi the claimed method. 

Therefore: failing to disclose or suggest all the claimed elements of claim 61, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

L, Cimm 64 is aihwabh over Her z and Rose 

in addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 50, claim 
64 Is independently allowable. Herz and Rose fall to disclose ail the limitations of claim 
54 which further defines 'receiving preference in formation from the users, wherein the 
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preference information specifies a threshold criteria for filtering the posts according to 
the aggregate ratings data" 

The deficiency of Herz wsth respect to Claim 64 Is acknowledged in the Final 
Action, it is argued instead that Rose discloses this element by disclosing that 
messages having a ranking below a certain threshold are not displayed: and that the 
selection threshold can be changed by the user. Col. 4:83 ~ 5.9. However, as 
discussed In connection with claim 50. Rose merely discloses ranking a list of 
messages according to a 'predicted degree of relevance to the use?/' CoL 4:40-52; fig. 
3. Rose is deficient in that a predicted degree of relevance lo the user" does not read 
on the aggregate ratings data" 33 defined by claim 50. Rose does not disclose filtering 
the posts according to aggregate ratings data, because It does no! disclose any use of 
aggregate ratings data 

Therefore, falling to disclose or suggest all the claimed elements of claim 64, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 USC § 103 

M, Claim 05 is allowable over Herz and Rose 

In addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base darm 64 : claim 
65 is independently allowable. Herz and Rose fail to disclose ail the imitations of claim 
65 which further defines "serving an interactive toietanoe bar for piovidvg toe jsers an 
option to send the preference information " 
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It is acknowledged ihat Herz does not disclose receiving preference Information 
from users and yet il is argued in the Final Action that Herz, at col. 18.13-27. discloses 
serving an inleraoilve toiersnce bar for this purpose. That is. Herz discloses that "a 
visual indicator, such as a sliding bar or indicator needle on the user's screen, can be 
used ?o continuously display the passive feedback score estimated by the system for 
the target object being viewed, unless the user has manually adjusted the indicator by a 
mouse operation or other means in order to reflect a different score for this large! 
object, id Thus. Herz discloses us=ng a slider or similar device io display a system- 
estimated score or Lo receive feedback from the user about a particular object in 
comparison, claim 65 defines serving a bar as an input device for preference 
information, which by preceding claim 6-1 "'specifies a threshold criteria for filtering the 
posts according to the aggregate ratings data." Herz therefore fails to disclose of the 
suggest serving a tolerance bar operative for sending preference inforrnanon as defined 
by claims 65 and 64. 

Therefore railing to disclose or suggest ail the claimed elements of oia.m 65. 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C § 103 

Ns Claim 6$ is allo w abh over H erz and Rose 

In addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 50. claim 
06 rs Independently allowable. Herz and Rose fad to disclose all the limitations of claim 
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So which farther defines "serving at me respective different remote information 
resources each comprising at least one sink back fo the information resource.' 

As discussed in connection with claim 50. Herz fails to disclose or suggest 
serving an information resource comprising a plurality of posts and links to remote 
iopsca! resources Although Herz discloses browsing by navigating through a cluster 
tree (cols. 85-66; Figs, 3. 4 s i{ falls to disclose the claimed information resource. The 
cluster tree is made up of subclusiers that "must be usefully labeled . . in such e way 
as to suggest inesr content to the human user." Each subduster is essentially a branch 
of a hierarchically organized information tree. Col 65- 15-27. The adoption of 
hierarchically organized Information trees by Her;: is distinct from serving respective 
differ enr information resources each having a link back to the original Information 
resource, as defined by claims 50 and 66, because no hierarchical organization is 
required or implied ;n the claimed method. Also, Herz does not teach organizing the 
claimed information resource around a defined topic, and Instead teaches 
characterizing existing content with a label. 

Therefore, tailing lo disclose or suggest ail the claimed elements of claim 06. 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U 3 C § 103. 

Cialni 67 stands wit-; claim 66. 
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O. Claim 68 is allowable over Herz and Rose 

in addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base claim 50. claim 
68 is Independently allowable. Herz and Rose fail to disclose all the limitations of claim 

68 which further defines "defining a plurality of topics for the posis of information, and 
storing the topics in ihe memory." 

Herz derives cluster profiles or labels by analyzing information ;n s cluster. Col. 
4:65 ■■■■ S'l; col. 23-13-27; col. 65: 58-32. This Is the opposite of the method defined by 
claim 63, wherein the plurality of topics are defined for the posts of information. As the 
specification of the present application describes, topics are defined, and posis or other 
information are organized around Ihe topics. Herz falls to disclose or suggest ihls 
prescriptive approach as claimed by claim 68. Likewise, Rose also teaches a predictive 
system that, at most derives topical groupings from data, and does not define topics for 
posts Rose does not make up for the deficiencies of Herz. 

Therefore, failing to disclose or suggest all the claimed elements of claim 68, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

P. Claim $9 is allowable over H& rz and Rose 

In addition to being allowable as depending from allowable base ciasm 50, clslm 

69 :s independently allowable. Herz and Rose fail to disclose ail the limitations of claim 
69 which further defines "grouping the posts in a plurality of topically organized 
inierhnked information resources according to ihe r a fmg oata whervtn each of trie 
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interlinked information resources comprises posts relevant to one of the plurality of 

topics,'' 

Herz merely discloses that target objects may comprise messages in a computer 
bulletin board or the like. Col 12:29-36. As discussed in connection with claim 50, Herz 
fails to disclose or suggest serving an information resource comprising a plurality of 
post? and hnks to remote topical resources Although Herz discloses organsng 
Information in a duster tree (cols. 65-65: Figs. 3, 4), It fails to disclose the claimed 
information resource, and falls to disclose any grouping of posts In the claimed 
Information resource according to active user data. Rose does not make up for the 
deficiencies of Herz. 

Therefore, failing to disclose or suggest all the claimed elements of claim 68, 
Herz and Rose present no bar to patentability under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Conclusion 

Appellants respectfully request the reversal of the rejection of currently pending 
Claims 50-88, and allowance of these claims forthwith, for the reasons set forth above. 
Appendices 

Appealed Claims 50-69 are attached hereto as Appendix A. Evidence and 
Related Proceedings are attached as Appendices B and C, respectively. 
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APPENDIX A 
APPEALED CLAIMS 

1--49. i Canceled) 

50 (Previously presented) A method far exchanging information within a 
group of users on s wide area network, comprising the steps of: 

serving a topically organized information resource over the Wide area network, 
tne information resource comprising a defined topic of information, posts of information 
rrom users : and a plurality of links to respective different remote Information resources 

receiving user ratings from the users, the user ratings Signifying relevance of 
respective ones or the posts and of the remote information resources to the defined 
topic. ;he user ratings determined by respective ones of the users after reviewing 
respective ones of the posts and of the remote information resources; 

aggregating the user ratings to provide aggregate relevance ratings data: and 
providing access to the aggregate ratings data in association with the posts of 
Information and with ihe plurality of links. 

51. (Previously presented) The method of Claim 50, further comprising 
modifying the topically organized information resource to prioritize informauon according 
to the aggregate ratings data. 

52 (Previously presented; The method according to Claim 60. wherein the 
serving step farther comprises serving the information resource including a vote object 
configured for providing the users an option to rate the posts according to 
predetermined rating values. 



482889J? 



Sena? No. 09/648.474 
Senfember 2S. 2006 
Page 32 



5C. -Previously presented; The method according to Claim 50 further 
comprising displaying the posts in a ranked o'Qet according to the aggregate ratings 
data. 

54 {Previously presented) The method according to Claim 50. fudhe? 
comprising displaying the plurality' of links in a ranked order according to the ago regale 
ratings data, 

55 iPsevsousiy presented) The me' hod according to Claim 50. njrther 
comprising compiling the user ratings for subject matter received from a specific source 
to provide som-oe--associa:ed rating data 

So > -'revic^siy presented? The method according io Claim 56. further 
comprising ranking a plurality of information sources according to ?he so^rce-assoesafed 
rating data for each source. 

57 (Previously presented) The method according to Claim 55, further 
comprising providing the users an option to receive the source-associated rating data 
for each user that has provided subject matter to the topically organized Information 
resource 

58. ; Previously presented) The method according to Claim 55. further 
comprising receiving preference information from the users, wherein the preference 
information specifies a threshold criteria for filtering the posts according to the source- 
associated rating data applied to me contributor of each post of the posts. 

59, i Previously preserved} The method according to Claim 50, further 
composing presenting the plurality of links on a menu of e web page. 
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60. (Previously presented > The method according l.o Claim 59. further 
comprising presenting the plurality links grouped in a corresponding plurality of menus 
of the web page, wherein each of the plurality of menus contains links pertaining to a 
category of information. 

61. {Previously presented) The method according to Claim 50. further 
comprising serving al least one of the respective different remote information resources 
comprising a second defined topic of information, a second plurality of posts of 
information from users, and a second plurality of links to respective different remote 
information resources each containing Information related to the second topic 

62. (Previously presented; The method according the Claim 50. further 
comprising ranking the plurality of links according to a measured use of ones of the 
plurality of links 

63 (Previously presented) The method according to Claim 62. further 
comprising performing an action selected from adding a link to the plurality of links., and 
deleting a link from the plurality of links, according to 3 ranking determined in the 
ranking step. 

64. (Previously presented) The method according to Claim 50. further 
comprising receiving preference information from the users, wherein the preference 
information specifies a ihreshold criteria for filtering the posts according to the 

65. (Previously presented) The method according to Claim 64, further 
comprising serving an interactive tolerance bar for providing the users an option to send 
t'ne preference Information. 
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86 {Previously presented) The method according to Claim 50. further 
comprising serving at the respective different remote information resources each 
comprising at isasf one link back to the information resource. 

67. (Previously presented) The method according to Claim 66. further 
comprising ranking the plurality of links according to measured activity of the at less! 
one link beck on the different remote information resources. 

68. .Previously presented) The method according to Claim 50. further 
comprising defining a plurality of topics for the posts of information, and storing the 
topics In the memory. 

69. (Previously presented) The method according to Claim 68, further 
comprising grouping the posts m a plurality of topically organized interlinked information 
resources according to the rating data, wherein esch of the interlinked information 
resources comprises posts relevant to one of the plurality of topics. 
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APPENDIX 8 
EVIDENCE 



NONE 
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APPENDIX C 

RELATED PROCEEDINGS 



NONE. 



